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neutrality can be effective unless Great Britain joins in

it.

The next point to be noticed is the assertion that
the treaty leaves Great Britain free to seize the canal
and its approaches with her fleet, while it forbids the
United States to land a single regiment of troops on the
isthmus. A more inaccurate statement was never made.
With respect to the canal which is now in course of con-
struction, the treaty does nothing more than provide
that Great Britain and the United States shall enter into
an agreement for its protection. The details of that
agreement are left to be settled when the occasion arises.
Probably Mr Blaine assumed that they must be in all
respects the -same as the provisions relating to the defunct
Nicaraguan Canal, in which case he is grievously in error
about their nature. Article ii. of the Clay ton-Bui wer
Treaty stipulates that "vessels of Great Britain and the
United States traversing the said canal shall, in case of
war between the contracting parties, be exempted from
blockade, detention, or capture by either of the belli-
gerents," and article v. binds the contracting parties to
protect the canal from "interruption, seizure or unjust
confiscation," and to guarantee its neutrality so that it
"may be for ever open and free." If, therefore, the rules
applied by the treaty to the canal contemplated in 1850
are held to be applicable to the canal now being made,
Great Britain is not only expressly restrained from doing
that which Mr Blaine asserts she is free to do whenever
she chooses, but is also bound to prevent, by force of
arms if necessary, such action on the part of any other
power. I cannot understand how a responsible states-
man, writing with the treaty before him, can have so
strangely mistaken her position under it.